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INTRODUCTION
Several questions persist as special librarians and information specialists
increasingly feel the pressures to join--or at least to consider joining--con-
sortia and networks, in order to realize some of the much-touted benefits and
responsibilities of cooperation and resource sharing. If the imperatives are
clear, so are many of the problems. Moreover, new problems continue to arise,
fueling the doubts and fears which innovation and its ambiguity inevitably gen-
erate. Some questions about networks apply across the board to all in the li-
brary profession. For example, the status and resolution of copyright is un-
questionably the major issue today for library networks of all kinds--formal,
informal, specialized or intertype. Fear and funding are also basic problems
for everyone: fear of the loss of autonomy, and the need to provide funds when
diverse governing authorities are not convinced of the importance of mutual
support. 1
Some of the uncertainty about networks, however, is unique to special librarians.
The purpose of this paper is to report on an investigation of two aspects of
this uncertainty: (1) What are the barriers, mythical or real, to intertype li-
brary cooperation as perceived by special librarians? and (2) What are some of
the actual networking practices of special librarians today, and what do they
consider to be the needs and priorities for future development of networks?
Brief discussion of the first question will provide a background for the second
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2question, which is the chief focus of this paper.
An inquiry into networking practices and priorities is obviously a very large pie,
and only one small, suggestive slice will be served here. The initial require-
ments for the survey were that the sample librarian population queried be small
enough to be manageable, but large enough to be national in scope. It was also
desirable that the sample reflect the actions and opinions of demonstrated leaders
in the field. The sample selected met both of these criteria and consisted of
eighty-eight officials of the Special Libraries Association (SLA): the presidents
and presidents-elect of the national chapters as listed in the 1975 Directory
Issue of Special Libraries.2 In January 1976, these chapter officials received a
questionnaire which requested data on: (1) the names of the networks in which
their libraries were currently participants, (2) the activities or functions which
these consortia provided for its members, and (3) the librarians' evaluations of
network performance to date. The second part of the questionnaire asked for
opinions on needs and priorities.
This particular sample seemed useful in yet another way. In January 1974, this
writer polled for other purposes eighty-five chapter officials of SLA on their
memberships in consortia.3 This additional data made it possible to compare and
contrast networking participation two years ago with current conditions. An in-
crease was anticipated, although its actual extent was not.
BACKGROUND
In considering possible barriers to intertype library resource sharing, the con-
cerns of special librarians fall into approximately eight or ten major categories.
The first obvious issue is interaction between the public and private sectors.
One bothersome aspect of this issue was demonstrated by the definition in the
National Commission on Libraries and Information Science (NCLIS) report, which
equated special libraries in the private sector with vendors.4 Special librari-
ans were uncomfortable with that definition because it seemed to ignore the num-
erous special libraries in the public sector. Medical libraries in particular
expressed dismay over the NCLIS plan, fearing that the concept of "equal access,"
while admittedly an admirable concept, might force the medical profession into an
egalitarian mode and dilute the quality of information supplied to the health pro-
fessions. Medical librarians were also annoyed that their well-developed region-
al medical library networks were not even mentioned in the master NCLIS plan.5
Another recurring theme related to the public/private controversy is the propri-
etary nature of information in corporate ("for profit") libraries; decisions
concerning which parts of these collections would be made open for group use and
which parts kept private were not easy to formulate or implement.
Other questions have been raised about the extent to which network membership
might impose demands on the typically small staff of a special library, possibly
overloading the system. (In contrast, academic and public libraries have larger
staffs, and are thus presumably better able to absorb additional demand.) Bibli-
ographical standards required by a large national system might not be met by
local conditions, and fast response time, so critical in special librarianship,
might be slowed. In addition, knowledge of the resources that many special li-
braries contain might not be available through large networks because many unique
collections do not appear anywhere in union lists. This disadvantage would make
the value of consortia membership questionable in many cases.
Where will networking money for special libraries come from? No clear patterns
for funding have emerged for those libraries which are paying members of cooper-
atives. Equitable compensation formulae for the costs of services rendered re-
mains one of the most unsolvable problems in systems development to date. Geo-
graphically based networks are certain to have vast discrepancies in the capa-
bilities of the participating libraries. 7 One suggested course of action for
contracting costs, both for and through library network members, is an approach
currently taken,with apparently promising results, by a consortium of forty-nine
public, academic and special libraries constituting a regional facet of New York's
Reference and Resources network.8
Passing costs on to users is another controversial, unresolved subject, even in
those quarters where user fees are deemed philosophically acceptable and desir-
able. Two examples of fee-based services which have been ongoing for several
years are the Colorado Technical Reference Center at the University of Colorado
and the Knowledge Availability Systems Center at the University of Pittsburgh.
Advocates of fees for special library clienteles argue that an information sys-
tem will operate best when the practitioners who use its products are more re-
sponsible for paying for those products. Following this line of thought, one
conclusion is that the key role of tomorrow's librarian may be to decide which
products or services should be determined and paid for by the user, and which the
library itself should buy; in other words, the librarian becomes an information
broker.9
Special librarians are noted for their highly developed informal communications
networks, as befits a group so closely allied with the scientific community.
Many members have for years carefully cultivated local information sources.
Benefits of formal cooperation in networks are therefore not always immediately
apparent to them; often the formality itself is feared. The creation of infor-
mation agencies, usually in metropolitan settings, is new and needs more testing
before widespread acceptance can be expected.10 Indeed, in this survey, although
networks were specially defined for the respondents as diverse informational
sources, "linked in a formal relationship," several special librarians ignored
the definition, and some specifically challenged its validity as a concept. (It
is apparent that invisible college ties are often finely honed and judged by
most special librarians to range in importance from indispensable to sacrosanct.)
One should also remember that the "special library sector," although often iso-
lated and described in just those terms, has scarcely yet emerged as a purebred
species. Its bloodlines are mixed and flow from many diverse sources. General-
ities can be applied with the usual caveats, but only up to a point; finer dis-
tinctions are then needed. A simple classification system which distinguishes
three types of special libraries has been suggested as a useful preliminary sort-
ing device to predict feasibility and success in intertype library networks.1 1
These three types are: (1) for-profit institutions, corporations such as Westing-
house or U.S. Steel; (2) nonprofit organizations such as the business or science/
technology branches of public or academic libraries; and (3) governmental agen-
cies--federal, state, municipal or multijurisdictional (including the national
libraries). Profit-making libraries often have little of significance (other
than specialized journal titles) that they can share with the academic libraries
in cooperative modes because the core of their collections consists of in-house,
technical and corporate reports, and the like, which must remain closed to the
public. The reverse is true, however, for nonprofit libraries, many of which
have highly specialized and often unique and comprehensive collections. Some
nonprofit libraries are potential national resource centers which have no need
to borrow and to which scholars are often attracted; their materials are and
should be available to the nation. The third type of library, that of a govern-
mental agency, should by its very nature be open to academic and other library
use and available to the general public. The utility of this distinction among
types of special libraries is demonstrated anew after three years. The Ohio
College Library Center (OCLC) will accept "not-for-profit" special libraries as
members on the same basis as academic libraries; such libraries may either join
through an intermediary group or contract individually. As a tax-exempt corpora-
tion, OCLC .must, however, sharply limit membership of "for-profit" organizations,
in order not to threaten its status. At this writing, OCLC is bringing in a
few "for-profit" libraries in Ohio only; the mix will not exceed 5 percent and
they will be charged 20 percent more. All others must deal on a individual
basis with OCLC. 1 2
It should be noted that many special libraries--almost surely the majority--
believe that special libraries can be valuable contributors to the emerging
regional and national network. Although some of the barriers are unquestion-
ably very real, they are also surmountable and should be confronted and defined.
These librarians want to be in on the planning from the beginning. These rea-
sons, then, provided the motivation for the following report.
THE SURVEY
There is much to be learned about intertype cooperation, resource sharing and
networking before getting beyond the preliminaries to begin to explore the real
potential. The academic libraries, chiefly in response to recent financial
crises, have become the most active in resource sharing and have developed the
best taxonomy of cooperative activities--or at any rate, the most visible. It
is against the academic libraries' scale that other libraries' needs will prob-
ably be assessed, simply because it has already been established.
It was therefore useful in this study to compare the networking practices and
priorities of special librarians with those of academic librarians to observe
the similarities and any differences.
OBJECTIVES
The first objective was to collect data on current networking participation.
Respondents were asked first about consortia membership of the chapters as
chapters--in other words, did a chapter contract for network services of any
type for the mutual benefit of all its members? The respondents were also asked
about the network memberships of their individual libraries. The second objec-
tive was to determine networking priorities--those activities which the librar-
ians perceived to be most in need of development.
THE SAMPLE
As mentioned earlier, the sample population was small but select: two officials
from each of the forty-four SLA chapters, for a total of eighty-eight indivi-
duals. The sample represents special library leadership. It is also important
to emphasize at this point that results are tentative and ruminative at best,
intended only to suggest possible trends, opinions and guidelines. At the
same time, however, it is true that both the actions and perceptions are, by
definition, those of energetic and informed people, who are the elected repre-
sentatives of their colleagues.
LIMITATIONS
Library cooperation has been defined in many ways. One good working defini-
tion holds that cooperation occurs across jurisdictional boundaries, between
or among libraries that operate under separate fiscal authorities, and that
cooperation consists of interaction and interdependence and involves a rela-
tionship from which each participant is free to withdraw.13 Networks, however,
for the purposes of this survey, were defined in the questionnaire as meeting
the following criteria: (1) diverse, autonomous, information sources;
(2) linked in a formal relationship; (3) providing increased access to materi-
als and services of other libraries; and (4) achievement of exploratory,
developmental or operational status. 1 4 (As mentioned earlier, some respondents
had trouble with part 2 of that definition.)
A ranked checklist of typical academic consortia activities, the key to the
study, was included next and is reproduced in figure 1. The ranking is in
order of the activities of academic consortia.
Respondents were asked to code their responses to this list. A space at the
end was provided for other activities not otherwise represented. The disad-
vantage of this kind of format, of course, is that it structures reaction and
unquestionably rules out some valuable and creative expressions. On the other
hand, the benefit is equally obvious: data can be compared more easily.
Tradeoffs must be determined in each case.
QUESTIONNAIRE
A questionnaire was designed, pretested and mailed in January 1976; a copy is
attached as Appendix I to this paper. A stamped, self-addressed envelope was
included in the mailing, with a cover letter. One follow-up letter was sent.
FINDINGS
This section will be divided into four parts: (1) general information, (2) net-
working practices, (3) networking priorities, and (4) summary and conclusions.
General Information
The survey response rate was tallied separately for chapters and for individu-
als. The president or the president-elect responded for forty-three of the
forty-four chapters, for a return rate of 98 percent. Individual returns
were more modest in number, but still very heartening: sixty-five of eighty-
eight individuals replied, for a 74 percent return. This response was remark-
ably similar in number to that received from the survey made two years ago,
which queried consortium membership and was also mailed to the then presidents
and presidents-elect of the SLA chapters (see Table 1).
61.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
Reciprocal borrowing privileges . .
Expanded interlibrary loan service.
Union catalogs or lists .. ....
Photocopying services .. . . . . .
Reference services . . . . ....
Delivery services .. . ......
Mutual notification of purchase . .
Special communication services...
Publication program .. . .....
Catalog card production .. ....
Cataloging support . . . . ....
Joint purchasing of materials . . .
Assigned subject specialization in
Other acquisition activities ..
Microfilming . . . . . ......
Central resource or storage center.
Bibliographic center . . . . ...
Joint research projects .. ....
Clearinghouse .. . . .......
Other . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Figure 1. Cooperative Activities of 125
Source: Patrick, Ruth J. Guidelines for
Academic Library Consortia
Library Cooperation: Development of
Academic Library Consortia. Santa Monica, Calif., System Development
Corporation, 1972, p. 71.
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Year No. of respondents No. of returns Percent of returns
1974 85 64 75
1976 88 65 74
Table 1. Comparison of Returns for the 1974 and 1976 Surveys
Source: Figures for 1974 survey from: Murphy, Marcy, and Johns,
Claude J., Jr. "Library Regulations." In Allen Kent, et
al., eds. Encyclopedia of Library and Information Sciences.
Vol. 15. New York, Marcel Dekker, 1975, p. 467.
This figure does not represent a one-to-one comparison, however. The chapter
officials polled were different after a two-year interval. In addition,
seventeen (26 percent) of the respondents were public or academic librarians:
three were representatives of public library branches (two not identified by
subject, one for social sciences), and fourteen respondents were librarians
of academic library branches (two each for business administration, medical,
physics, chemistry-aeronautics, and science-technology; one each for govern-
ment documents, government studies, law, library science, the university
museum, and social sciences). This group was also asked if the networks to
which the parent organizations belonged offered any particularly valuable
service to special library clientele. The two respondents who were not mem-
bers of networks expressed the opinion that formal, contractual agreements
were both unnecessary and undesirable at the present time. Ten of the re-
maining fifteen respondents noted that speedier services overall had es-
pecially benefited their users; two others said that the proposed networks
had not yet begun to operate, and the remaining three did not respond to the
question.
Because of this initial similarity of response, the contrast in actual net-
working participation then and now is even more dramatic. Just two years
ago, seventeen libraries reported individual memberships in sixteen consortia.
Today, forty-four respondents (two-thirds of the sample) reported membership
in sixty-four networks, which were cited a total of eighty-one times (see
Table 2).
No. of re- No. of libraries No. of individual No. of citations
Year spondents in networks networks cited to networks
1974 64 17 16 17
1976 65 44 64 81
Table 2. Participation in Networking: 1974 and 1976
The trend toward networking appears to be unmistakable. The number of li-
braries surveyed belonging to networks has more than doubled--68 percent of
the respondents have joined networks. In addition, the number of individual
networks has quadrupled, and the number of citations, or overlapping member-
ships, has taken an even greater leap. This trend can also be interpreted
8as a sign of interest and willingness to experiment in this newer, sharing
mode.
Networking Practices
Chapter memberships The chapters per se are not active in formal cooperative
ventures. Nine officials reported their chapters as network users, but four
added that the groups to which they belonged were informally structured and
one network membership was still being considered. Those who would like SLA
to take the lead in planning networking opportunities for its members will
not find evidence of a grass-roots movement today at the regional level.
Individual membership Names of the sixty-four networks to which the special
libraries belong are listed in Appendix II, together with the activities
which they afford, as coded to the list of "Activities of Academic Library
Consortia." Respondents were asked to mention the most important function
of each network first, but it soon became apparent that they were not doing
so consistently. Some were obviously running down the checklist and entering
numbers, as they applied. Moreover, because people tend to evaluate accord-
ing to their perceptions and needs, librarians listed different functions
for the same networks in differing orders of importance. A simple citation
count was thus used for tallying. Each activity cited was counted, and all
were assigned equal weight. The attempt to rank them in order of importance
was abandoned.
Also included in the list of networks in Appendix II is the numerical perfor-
mance evaluation assigned by the members: 1 = good; 2 = satisfactory; 3 =
unsatisfactory; 4 = don't know. The overall satisfaction rate was high.
Fifty-nine percent of the libraries rated performance as good, and another
25 percent rated it as satisfactory. Thus, the satisfaction rate of 85 per-
cent indicates that the networks were performing at or above the level of
expectation. Only three ratings of unsatisfactory were received; one was
given a "4" and some networks were not rated at all. Fifty-nine percent of
the networks were computerized.
Comparison of academic and special libraries Perhaps most interesting is
the comparison of academic and special libraries' use of the consortia. In
order to make this comparison, the list of "Activities of Academic Library
Consortia" was converted to graphic form. Reciprocal borrowing privileges,
number one on the ranked list, is entered at 78 percent on the scale, and
the activities then drop away to number nineteen, clearinghouse, at 12 per-
cent (see figure 2).
When the special libraries' networking activities were plotted against this
curve, some very interesting similarities and differences emerged (see fig-
ure 3). Both academic and special libraries use networks primarily for five
activities: reciprocal borrowing, expanded interlibrary loan, union catalogs
or lists, photocopying, and reference services. Even within this high use
group, there is an appreciable difference in the profiles. Judging from
practice, reciprocity, while valuable to both, is 25 percent more important
to the academic sector than to special libraries. Expanded interlibrary
loan service, on the other hand, is the function most often cited by special
librarians, followed by photocopying services and union lists. Special
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libraries apparently utilize cooperative reference services more than do
academic libraries, and special libraries' membership in bibliographical
centers (activity no. 17) is more than double that of academic libraries.
Equally interesting is the pattern of nonuse of consortia services. Mu-
tual notification of purchase (7), special communications services (8), and
publications programs (9) are little-used functions, as are joint purchasing
of materials (12), assigned subject specialization in acquisitions (13),
microfilming (15), and central resource or storage centers (16) (numbers in
parentheses indicate position on the list of activities). These activities
would seem to be either not needed by, or not available to, special libraries.
The accuracy of the latter assumption is demonstrated in figure 4, in which
actual practice is plotted against perceived priority. The discrepancies
for activities 13, 16, and 19 should be noted.
Networking Priorities
Figure 4 plots the two curves of special librarians' practice and priority.
In this figure, the entire group of respondents is used (n = 65), rather
than just that subgroup (n = 44) which belonged to networks used in figure
3. Not everyone in the survey was active in practice, but the majority did
express an opinion.
The two profiles follow each other quite closely; for the higher ranking
items (1-12), there is general accord. Toward the lower end of the scale,
however, priorities deviate sharply from practices. Central resource or
storage centers (16), assigned subject specialization in acquisitions (13),
and clearinghouse (19) are priorities that jump noticeably above the line of
participation. The need for central resource and storage centers is especial-
ly perceived to be very high, and because special librarians do not exercise
this option, it can be assumed that the opportunity to do so does not exist.
Indeed, the 1974 survey showed only nine of sixty-four respondents to be
members of the Center for Research Libraries, whose membership requirements
would exclude many special libraries. Developing alternative storage facil-
ities seems to be very important, sharing with reciprocity a ranking of
third on the priority list; only expanded interlibrary loan systems and
union lists take precedence.
Other priorities apparently unmet by present network systems are subject
specialization in acquisitions and clearinghouses for information exchange.
SUMMARY
Major trends indicated by this survey are: (1) participation by special li-
brarians in networks has increased sharply; (2) participation has more than
doubled in the past two years and the number of individual networks has in-
creased by 400 precent; (3) more than one-half of the networks are computer-
ized; and (4) 85 percent of the participants are satisfied with network
performance.
While agreement seems to exist on the benefits of cooperative activities,
special libraries utilize existing consortia in some ways that vary from the
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established academic pattern. Their heaviest use of consortia, which pro-
portionately exceeds that of the academic libraries, is in the areas of ex-
panded interlibrary loan, reference services and bibliographical centers.
At the same time, some academic functions seem to be of little interest.
These needs of special librarians should be investigated further, to deter-
mine whether the existing facilities are adequate.
Perceived priorities, when contrasted with actual practices, have pinpointed
three areas of cooperation in which demand seems to exceed the present capa-
bility: centralized resource and storage centers, clearinghouses, and assigned
subject specialization in acquisitions. This study recommends that these
activities be tagged as strong candidates for networking priorities. It is
further suggested that any planning for such provisions be initiated at the
local or regional level, because rapid document delivery is crucial for spe-
cial library clientele.
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APPENDIX I
QUESTIONNAIRE ON NETWORKING NEEDS OF SPECIAL LIBRARIANS
Definition: Libraries have developed new kinds of organizational relationships
to share resources. These cooperative programs are now often referred to as
"library systems," "library consortia," or "library networks." Some are in.
formal agreements. Others are bound by formal contracts and use conventional
means, such as teletype and telephone. Still others call for the use of com-
puters and telecommunications.
For the purposes of this questionnaire, networks are defined as: (1) diverse,
autonomous informational sources, (2) linked in a formal relationship, (3) in
order to provide increased access to materials and services of other libraries,
(4) in which exploratory, developmental or operational status has been achieved.
Instructions: Questions 1 and 2 ask you to name the networks in which first
your chapter and then your individual library hold membership. You are also
asked to define the type or purpose of the network. A list of 19 typical
activities is given below. Please code the number of each activity to identi-
fy the type of network, in column 2 of the questionnaire. For example, if
your library or chapter were a member of a mythical Midamerican Processing
Center, you would indicate its type in column 2 as 11 (joint purchasing of
materials); probably also 9 (catalog card production) and perhaps others, if
it performed those functions also. Please list the chief function first. If
none of the 19 describe the activity of the network, use category 20, "other,"
and specify.
Cooperative Activities
1. Reciprocal borrowing privileges
2. Expanded interlibrary loan services
3. Photocopying services
4. Reference services
5. Delivery services
6. Mutual notification of purchases
7. Special communication services
8. Publication program
9. Catalog card production
10. Cataloging support
11. Joint purchasing of materials
12. Assigned subject specialization in acquisitions
13. Other acquisition activities
14. Central resource or storage center
15. Bibliographic center
16. Joint research projects
17. Clearinghouse
18. Union lists
19. Microfilming activities
20. Other
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